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Eastern B. & L. Ass'n v. Williamson, 189 U. S. 122. The fact that the local 
clerk is designated as an agent is sufficient to take the case from the effect 
of the statutory provision regarding local lodges or officers waiving condi- 
tions, and for that reason the act of the clerk in waiving the condition is 
binding on the Sovereign Camp in the first instance with power in its part, 
however, within a reasonable time to review the act of the agent. The 
agent, in making the report of the reinstatement, neglected to state that 
the warranty had been received, and the Sovereign Camp being responsible 
for the failure of the agent to discharge his duties, the estoppel results nat- 
urally. Vought v. East. B. & L. Ass'n, 172 N. Y. 508. 

Insurance — 'Forfeiture by Transfer of Property. — Where property is 
insured against loss by fire, with a clause forfeiting the policy if any change 
in the title, interest or possession of the insured takes place, and a convey- 
ance by insured to another is made, held, that the policy is not void in the 
absence of a declaration of 'forfeiture if the property is subsequently trans- 
ferred again to the insured, who holds and owns it at the time the loss 
occurs in the same manner as at the time the contract was made. Germania 
Fire Ins. Co. v. Turley (Ky. 1915), 179 S. W. 1059. 

This point has been before the courts many times, and several courts 
hold the policy to be void, basing the result on the theory that when the 
transfer is made by the insured the contract at once is forfeited, and the 
subsequent transfer placing the property again in the hands of the insured 
has no effect in reviving the contract. Cockerill v. Cincinnati Mut. Ins. Co., 
16 Oh. St. 148; Farmers Ins. Co. v. Archer, 36 Oh, St. 608; Mulville v. 
Adams, 19 Fed. 887; Home Ins. Co. v. Hauslein, 60 111. 521; Bemis v. Har- 
borcreek Ins. Co., 200 Pa. St. 340. The contrary view, ini accord with the 
principal case, is asserted in German Mut. Fire Ins. Co. v. Fox, 4 Neb. 833; 
Power v. Ocean Ins. Co., 19 La. 28; Hitchcock v. N. W. Ins. Co., 26 N. Y. 
68 ; Stearman v. Niagara Fire Ins. Co., 46 N. Y. 526 ; Worthington v. Bearse, 
12 Allen (Mass.), 382; Schloss v. Westchester Fire Ins. Co., 141 Ala. 566; 
Bom v. Home Ins. Co., no la. 379. The theory underlying the pri'ncipal 
case and the view it supports is that the violation of the policy merely sus- 
pends the insurance during the violation, and when the insured reacquires 
the title the policy is renewed, and the insurer again becomes liable. This 
rule seems to be grounded on the policy of not favoring forfeitures and of 
strictly construing any clause which works a forfeiture oi the policy. Three 
states have also reached this same result by statutory provisions. North 
Dakota Rev. Code 1809, § 4457; South Dakota Ann. St. 1001, § 5299; Mon- 
tana Civil Code 1895, § 3407. 

Landlord and Tenant — Duty of Landlord to Place Tenant in Pos- 
session. — Defendant leased to the plaintiff land belonging to X, which land 
X had contracted to sell to defendant. X refused to convey the land, where- 
upon defendant sued him to secure specific performance of the contract. 
Before defendant had secured a decree in his suit against X, the time for 
plaintiff's entry upon the land arrived, and plaintiff sued defendant for fail- 
ure to put plaintiff in possession. Held, that the action will lie. Dilly v. 
Paynsville Land Co. (la. 1916), 155 N. W. 971. 



